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The Productivity of #ness and +ity 
#Ness and +ity are two English nominal suffixes that some linguists have 
examined. One cannot start an argument about these suffixes without referring to 
the roles of derivational morphology and word-formation rules. The major issue 
here is how productive these two nominal suffixes are when attached to adjectives 
ending in Xal, Xar and Xic in contrast to what Aronoff (1976) has done with regard 
to these two suffixes when attached to adjectives ending in Xous. 
The most general definition of morphology is the one which describes it as 
that field concerned with the analysis of existing words in a given language and 
the formation of new words. It is agreed in linguistics that the goal of syntax il? to 
produce unlimited number of sentences; and that the goal of morphology is the 
enumeration of the class of words of a language. While syntax studies the actual 
and possibl& constructions iA a language; morphology distinguishes between the 
class of actual words and the class of possible words; and word-formation rules 
generate a large number of words. 
Obviously, the main concern here is concentrated on the discipline of the 
word. Derivational morphology handles the ways in which words are formed. 
Halle (1973) states that if a morpheme-based theory is to be used for identifying 
words, one must distinguish between two kinds of lexicons. The first is a list of 
morphemes and their meanings, and the other is the word lexicon. Thus, the 
dictionary should include only actual words and their idiosyncracies. Aronoff 
(1976) adds that new words can be formed out of open classes and not from 
closed classes. Since new words can always be formed, regular rules for forming 
words should be recognized. The word-formation rules which he proposes are 
word-based. He states that a new word is formed by applying a regular rule to a 
single already existing rule, and that new words and existing words are members 
of major lexical categories. 
The following characteristics must be present in the word-formation rules 
(WFR) proposed by Aronoff: 
(1) Each rule stipulates a set of words it operates on and this set 
of words is, accordingly, the base for this rule. 
(2) Every WFR explains a distinctive ohonological 
process which is accomplished on the base. 
(3) Every WFR designates a syntactic label and subcategorization of 
the resulting word, and gives its semantic reading. 
(4) All new words are formed by WFRs. 
(5) WFRs do not operate on anything less than a word. 
(6) Regular rules can only derive meaningful words from meanmgful 
bases. 
(7) WFRs do not apply every time the speaker uses the language. 
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What these rules do is the making up of new words which can be added to 
the speaker's lexicon, Aronoff (1976) considers these rules as part of the 
grammar but are separate from the syntactic and the phonological rules of the 
grammar; that is why each word can be entered in the dictionary as a separate 
item. WFRs also show how morphemes can be _arranged in sequences to form 
actual words. 
Since generating new words from WFRs is a process· which involves 
productivity, the issue of productivity must be further explained. Lyons (1981) 
identifies 'productivity' as that feature which enables speakers to produce an 
infinite number of sentences, or words a lot of which were not produced before. 
He defines ·creativity', in contrast with productivity as the ability of native 
speakers to extel)d the language system in a motivated but not predictable (non-
ruled) way. 
The theme of this paper is associated with word -formation rules that deal 
with productivity; however, the main discussion will be limited to morphological 
productivity. If a WFR is productive, then the native speaker can produce and 
understand new words. The productivity of two nominal suffixes, #ness and +ity, 
when attached to adjectives ending in Xal, Xar and Xic is the main issue of this 
research. The question deals with the derivation of nouns from adjectives and 
how productive these nominal suffixes are; even though there are pragmatic 
restrictions on word lengths and whether the process in question is actually that of 
suffixation or prefixation. 
Morphological productivity means that in spite of the fact that there are 
possible ideas in morphology, yet there are some ideas more possible than others. 
Aronoff (1976) restricts his dispute to very specific properties that distinguish 
productive from non-productive WFRs. He limits his discussion to comparing 
these two nominal suffixes in one environment only, more precisely, when 
attached to adjectives ending in Xous. What this paper adds is the discussion of 
these very nominal suffixes in the environments of adjectives ending in Xal, Xar 
and Xic. 
The issue of productivity is identified, in morphology, with sheer number. 
The productivity of two WFRs is compared by making lists of the words formed by 
respective processes and adding them up, although this way does not account for 
the morphological restrictions on the sort of words that may be used as the base 
of a certain WFR. The larger the list is the more productive the WFR will be. 
Then one may account for the number of the words which are formed by that rule, 
by taking the_ ratio of the two and comparing it with the ratio for another WFR. 
This method can be criticized for the following: 
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(1) One cannot speak absolutely about the productivity of WFRs. 
The question is how productive is an affix when attached to words 
of a particular morphological class. 
(2) The simple mechanical methc.J of computingproductivity depends 
very significantly on the idea that every time we make up a new 
word, it is entered in a list. Consequently, there is no effective 
procedure that exists for computing the ratio of actually existing 
words to possible ones. 
#Ness and +ity: 
The comparison of two WFRs that vary in their productivity necessitates 
the choice of rules which come very close to differing only in dimension. One 
should take two rules that operate on the same base and have outputs of the 
same lexical category and subcategorization. Both #ness and +ity form abstract 
nouns from adjectives. #Ness is a neutral suffix which has no effect on the stress 
of the word; while +ity is a posttonic suffix which has an effect on stress which 
falls immediately on the preceding syllable. 
• Aronoff (1976) concludes that #ness is a more productive suffix than +ity 
when attached to adjectives ending in Xous. He supports his argument in three 
ways: semantically, phonologically, and by the lexicon. 
The discussion of these nominal suffixes when attached to Xal, Xar, and 
Xic endin.g adjectives will be in the same areas which Aronoff (1976) has dealt 
with. These areas are semantics, phonology and the lexicon. 
(1) Semantics: 
The semantics of Xousness nouns is more coherent than the semantics of 
Xousity .nouns. Since the semantics of a word should be coherent, a WFR 
becomes more coherent if the words which are formed by that rule stick closely to 
the meanings attributed to them by the semantic function of the rule. Aronoff 
(1976:38): 
" ... a WFR is coherent to the extent that one can predict the 
meaning of any word formed by that rule. 
All nouns of the form Xousness have the following 
paraphrases: 
a. 'the fact that Y is Xous' 
His callousness surprised me.= 
The fact that he was callous 
surprised me. 
b. 'the extent to which Y is Xous' 
His callousness surprised me.= 
The extent to which he was 
callous surprised me. 
c. 'the quality or state of being Xous' 
Callousness is not a virtue.= The 
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quality or state of being callous 
is not a virtue." 
Xousity derivatives, on the other hand, are not as semantically coherent 
as the derivatives of Xousness; although they may have the readings of a, b, and 
c or some of these readings. For example: 
curious I curiosity: has the readings of a, b, and c. 
continuous I continuity. has the readings of a and b. 
discontinuous I discontinuity. has the reading of a only. 
According to Aronoff (1976), #ness is more coherent than +ity when 
attached to the adjectival ending Xous. Applying the same criteria that Aronoff has 
used on the same nominal suffixes when attached to adjectives ending in Xal, Xar 





a. 'the fact that Y is X a/' 
His abnormalness surprised me.= The fact that he was 
abnormal surprised me. 
His abnormality surprised me.= The fact that he was 
abnormal surprist:d me. 
b. 'the extent to which Y is Xal' 
His abnormalness surprised me. = The extent to which 
he was abnormal surprised me. 
His abnormality surprised me.= The extent to which he 
was abnormal surprised me. 
c. 'the quality or state of being Xal' 
Abnormalness is not a virtue. = The quality or state 
of being abnormal is not a virtue. 
Abnormality is not a virtue.== The quality or state of being 
abnormal is not a virtue. 
a. 'the fact that Y is Xar' 
His populamess surprised me. = The fact that he was 
popular surprised me. 
His popularity surprised me. = The fact that he was 
popular surprised me. 
b. 'the extent to 'which Y is Xar' · 
His populamess surprised me. = The extent to which he 
was popular surprised me. 
His popularity surprised me.= The extent to 
which he was popular surprised me. 
c. 'the quality or state of being Xar' 
Populamess is not a. virtue.= The quality or state of 
Xic: 
being popular is not a virtue. 
Popularity is not a virtue. = The quality or state of being 
popular is not a virtue. 
a. 'the fact that Y is Xic' 
His authenticness surprised me.= The fact that he was 
authentic surprised me. 
His authenticity surprised me. = The fact that he was 
authentic surprised me. 
b. 'the extent to which Y is Xar' 
His authenticness surprised me. = The extent to which 
he was authentic surprised me. 
His authenticity surprised me.= The extent to which he 
was authentic surprised me. 
c. 'the quality or state of being Xar' 
Authenticness is not a virtue. = The quality or state of 
being authentic is not a virtue. 
Authenticity is not a virtue.= The quality orstate of being 
authentic is not a virtue. 
Coherence should not be counted for as a feature of productivity because 
of a number of reasons. Nouns ending in +ity which are derived from adjectives 
ending in Xal, Xar and Xic are just as coherent as #ness ending nouns. Also, the 
number +ity words ending in the adjectival suffixes mentioned exceeds the 
number of those with #ness. This, accordingly, indicates that +ity ending words 
are coherent satisfactorily and are able to convey the required meanings. 
If the adjective is formed by WFR which produces adjectives, +ity forms a 
noun which refers to the abstract idea of that adjective since there is an already 
existing noun as in the following examples in table (1) (also refer to appendices 1-
6): 
(Table (1)) 
Xality Noun Xal Adjective Noun 
aboriginality aboriginal aborigine 
functionality functional function 
universality universal universe 
Xarity Noun Xar Adjective Noun 
circularity circular circle 
globularity globular globe 
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Xicity Noun Xic Adjective Noun 
heroicity heroic hero 
tonicity tonic tone 
rythmicity rythmic rythm 
When -al ending adjectives are not formed by WFRs, then +ity forms 
nouns dealing with the idea of that very adjective in a more concrete ground which 
can be counted such as in table (2): 
(Table (2)) 















The suffix #ness is used to refer to nouns in a mass sense; and the 
suffixes +ity is used for countable nouns. Most of Xal, Xar, and Xic ending 
adjectives describe something about the noun they modify. If the description is 
taken from the perspective of number (that is being able to consider +ity nouns as 
able to be modified by numbers as in "one similarity and two similarities ... etc"), 
then +ity is used more productive. When the description is used in an abstract 
way that one is not able to distinguish a singular or a plural form of that noun, only 
#ness nouns are formed out of that adjective. Since descriptions are mostly 
identified in units, it is normal to find nouns referring to these descriptions as count 
ones or in the form of plural or singular. Therefore, the X+ity form is used for 
count nouns made of adjectives. Aronoff Xousity nouns are formed out of 
description of abstract ideas and therefore Xousness forms are greater in number. 
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This leads to the idea that #ness is more productive with descriptions of abstract 
ideas and +ity is more productive when used with countable descriptions of nouns. 
(2) Phonology: 
The ways In which the suffixes #ness and +ity attach to adjectives 
aralwaye different. #Ness is always preceded by a word boundary and +ity is 
always preceded by a morpheme boundary. A word boundary does not affect the 
main stress of the word It is attached to, while a morpheme boundary affects the 
main stress of the word it is attached to. The stress of Xous is the same as 
Xousness. The stress of Xous is not the same as Xousity. Sometimes this joint of 
+ity to Xous causes the loss of ous that precedes +ity as in ·various I variety'. 
os- I _ +ity (Truncation Rule) 
This truncation rule (TR) is unusual since it does not occur in all words which meet 
this condition as in 'curious I curiosity' not 'curiety'. It is almost impossible to 
predict from any property that a word will undergo a truncation rule. The 
application of the truncation rule is, as Aronoff (1976) describes: .. .lexically 
governed. 
The productivity of +ity is affected by the lexical government of the 
truncation rule. The proof for this comes from the fact that the truncation rule is 
governed by the increasing number of nouns derived by +ity. 
English adjectives ending in Xal, Xar, and Xic are not stressed on the 
suffixes. The first two suffixes are considered weak syllables. Therefore, 
depending on the number of syllables in the adjective, stress falls on the syllable 
immediately preceding (penult) or on the (antepenult) which is the third syllable 
from the end of the adjective as Kreidler (1989) notes. As for the adjectival suffix 
-ic, a weak syllable, stress falls always on the penult, the syllable immediately 
preceding. 
Forming nouns using the endings #ness and +ity out of adjective endings 
in (-al, -ar, and -ic) is not prevented by stress shift. #Ness does not move stress 






















Although, +ity is an ending which affects the location of stress on the word 
yet it does not affect forming nouns out of this type of adjectives. The main stress 
of the word moves to the syllable right before the nominal suffix even 'if the latter 
is +al, +ar or -ic of adjectives as in the following examples: 























No phonological reference is made as to how those adjectives were 
originally made since the topic of this research deals with the formation of certain 
nouns. The nominal suffix #ness seems to be less productive than +ity with 
adjectives ending in Xal, Xar and Xic. The reason arises from the way the 
structure of the nominal suffixes in combination with those of the adjective 
suffixes is made. On one hand, #ness begins wifl an alveolar consonant while 
+ity begins with a high front vowel. On the other hand, +al and +ar end in a liquid 
and -ic ends in a velar consonant. To attach #ness to Xal, Xar and Xic ending 
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adjectives is more difficult in pronunciation than when +ity is attached to the same 
suffixes. With #ness, [n] which is a nasal alveolar immediately follows the liquids 
[I] and [r] of adjectival +al and +ar endings or the vel~u [k] of the ending -ic. With 
+ity which begins with a vowel can be easily attached to any consonant. This 
means that the suffix #ness has a homogeny difficulty with attachment after [1], [r] 
and [k]. As for Aronoff (1976), the suffix +ous of adjectives is homogenous with 
#ness. The suffix -ous ends in [s] an alveolar consonant and #ness begins with an 
alveolar consonant [n]. The production of two different sounds [s] and [n] which 
share at least one articulatory feature causes no difficulty. Consequent! more 
nouns ending in Xousness than in Xousity are found in English. This is one 
phonological reason why +ity is more productive than #ness with Xal, Xar and Xic 
adjectives. Exceptions do exist in appendices 2, 4, and 6. All appendices show 
nouns formed out of Xal, Xar and Xic adjective endings and #ness and +ity 
nominal endings. 
(3) Lexicon: 
According to Aronoff (1976) every word that might undergo the lexically 
governed rule must carry an arbitrary marker, for example either [+truncation 
rule] or [-truncation rute]. The lexicon is a repository of all arbitrary items of 
grammar such as words. In this case, all and only those words which are 
exceptional such as those which are arbitrary in at least one of their features, will 
be entered in the lexicon. For adjectives ending in Xous +ity derivatives which 
are affected by the truncation rule must be entered in the lexicon and those of 
#ness must not be listed. 
There is a- direct connection between lexical listing and productivity. The 
non-occurrence of a form because of the existence of another is called by Aronoff 
(1976) blocking. If a given stem exists in both an adjective of the form Xous and 
semantically related to an already existing abstract noun, then it is not possible to 
form the +ity derivative; because the abstract noun which already exists blocks 












The production of +ity forms does not always prevent the production of 
#ness forms with Xal, Xar and Xic adjectives because of semantic and 
phonological reasons. Yet, because of the phonological structure of nominal 
suffixes against the adjectival ones, in this paper, the suffiX +ity is more 
productive than #ness ending. 
Although the computational method is not a very efficient method still it 
proves that +ity is more productive as an ending than #ness with Xal, Xar and Xic 
adjectives. 
Appendices 1 through 6 contain all of the English words which end in the 
earlier mentioned way taken form the Brown Reverse and Normal Dictionary. 
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Sheer number shows that +ity as a nominal suffix is more productive than 















ADJECTIVES ENDING IN -AL + -lTV 
(a) circumstantiality denatality 
classicality dentality 
abnormality clericiality detrimentality 
aboriginality coequality devotionality 
accentuality coessentiality dextrality 
accidenta~ity coevality diagonality 
accidentiality collaterality didacticality 
actuality co 11 eg i a 1 it y dimentionality 
adverbial ity colloidal ity dismality 
aerial ity co 11 oq u i a 1 i t y disproportionality 
alamodality colossality dissociality 
alodiality comica 1 ity doctrinality 
ambidextrality commensality domesticality 
ambilaterality commerciality dorsiventrality 
amorality commonality duality 
anima 1 ity communality duodecinality 
anorma 1 ity commutuality (e) antiplurality conceptuality 
antisociality conditionality ecumenticality 
areality congeniality effectuality 
artificiality conicality egality 
asexuality conjecturality elementality 
atonality conjugality emotionality 
autocephality connaturality enterritoriality 
aviatoriality connubiality ephemerality 
axiality consequentiality episcopality 
constitutionality equality 
(b) consubstantiality equipotentiality 
banality continentality equipreportionality 
bestiality continuality equivocality 
biaxiality conventionality essentiality 
biblicality conviviality ethereality 
bicollaterality cordiality evangelicality 
bilaterality corporality eventuality 
bimodality corporea 1 i ty everal ity 
bipedality correality exceptionality 
bisexuality corrivality extera 1 ity 
bitonality cosmicality externa 1 i ty 
brutality countertechnicality exterritoriality 
burgality coxcombicality extrascripturality 
criminality extraterritoriality 
(c) criticality extrinsicality 
carnality cruci a 1 ity curiality ('f) 
casuality cutturality 
casual ity cyl indrica 1 ity factuality 
celestiality fantasticality 
centrality (d) farcicality 
centricalit~ fatality 
chirality deferentiality femality 
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feminality infernality meridionality feodal ity influentiality mesnality 
feuda 1 itY informality mi 11 i norma 1 ity filiality inhospitality ministeriality finality inimcality misquality finicality innaturality modality forensicality in rea 1 ity molality forma 1 ity institutionality monumentality frontal ity instrumentality morality frugality inte llectua 1 ity mora 1 ity functionality intentionality mortinatality fundamentality intermunicipality mortinatality 
internationality mrthical ity (g) intersexuality multimodality 
generality intgrality municipality 
geniality intrinsicality musicality 
graduality irrationality mutuality 
i rrea 1 ity myst ica 1 ity (h) isogonality 
(n) habituality (j) nasality heterosexuality 
hetrocercality joviality natality 
homeoidality judiciality natimorality 
homocercality ·nationality 
homosexuality (I) naturality 
nauticality horizontality labiality 
neutrality hospitality . lackadiasicality 
nodality hyperdimentionality laicality 
nominality hyposexuality laterality 
nonactuality 
(i) lecithality noncasuality legality 
noncorporeality ideality lethality 
noncriminal ity i llega 1 ity leviticality 
nondua 1 ity illocal ity lexicality 
noneutrality illogicality 1 iberal ity 
nonexternality immateriality lineality 
nonimmateriality immorality linguality 
nonmaterial ity immorality literality 
nonmora 1 it y impartiality locality 
nonnaturality imperiality logicality 
nonpartiality impersonality (rn) nonquality impracticality 
magisteriality nonreal ity impressionality 
nonsensicality impunctuality magistrality 
nonsubstantiality inartificiality marginality 
nonterritoriality inart i st i ca 1 ity marital ity 
noraml ity incongeniality martiality 
nationality inconsequentiality materiality 
noumenality incorporeality maternality 
nuptiality individuality mechanality 
ineffectuality mechanicality (o) inequality meniality 
inequipotentiality mentality obliviality inesstionality mercurial ity occasionality 
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occidentality preliberality sequentiality 
officiality premora 1 i ty seriality 
omniactuality presentiality sesquipedality 
omnicasuality presuperficiality severality 
omnipotentiality preternaturality sexuality 
omnitonality primordality signality 
optionality principality sinistrality 
orality prodigality sociality 
orientality proequality sodality 
originality professionality spatiality 
orinasality propheticality speciality 
ornamentality proportionality specificiality 
orthodoxality proreal ity spectrality 
orthogonality provinciality spherality 
overartificiality provisionality sphericality 
overbrutality prudentiality spirality 
overemotionality psychosexuality spirituality 
overgeniality punctuality subequality 
overintellectuality subnormality 
overl i bera 1 i ty (q) subqual ity 
ove rpa rt i a l it y quality substantiality 
overtechnicality quintessentiality superficiality 
quizzicality supermentality 
(p) supernaturality 
(r) supersensuality palatality superspirituality 
pansexuality raciality supersubstantiality 
paradoxicality radiality suprarationality 
parasexuality radicality symmetricality 
parchiality rascality systematicality 
parenta 1 ity rationality (t) parentality rea 1 ity 
parentheticality reciprocality tactual ity 
part i a 1 i ty rectipetality tangentiality 
participiality regality tautozonality 
pastorality relationality techni.ca 1 ity 
pedality residentiality temperality 
penality reverentiality temporality 
perenniality rhythmica1ity terrestrial ity 
perpetuality rituality territoriality 
personality rivality textuality 
phantasmality romanticality theatricality 
phenomenality rubrical ity thermal ity 
physicality thermoneutrality 
plenipotentiality (s) tonality 
plurality topicality 
plurinatality sacramentality torrentiality 
poeticality scripturality totality 
polytonality seasonality totipotentiality 
pontificality sectionality traditionality 
potentiality seminality tragicality 
practicality sent imenta 1 ity tragicomicality 
praediality senuality transcendentality 
pragmaticality septenniality transversal ity 




































































vert i ca 1 ity 
virginality 








zona 1 ity 
APPENDIX 2 










































































































































































































pedticalness scientificalness unequivalness 
periodical ness scriptural ness unessentialness 
perpetual ness seasonal ness unethical ness 
personal ness sensual ness unexceptional ness 
pestilentialness serphicalness unfilialness pharisaicalness several ness unformalness philosophical ness shoal ness unfrugalness phlegmatical ness skepticalness ungenialness physicalness social ness ungeometricalness pictorialness sophisticalness ungrammaticalness platonicalness spasmodical ness unintentionalness poeticalness special ness universalness potential ness specificalness unlegal ness pr~gmaticalness specturalness unliteralness praticalnes.s spherical ness unlogicalness prejudicialness spordicalness unmethodical ness prelaticaln13ss stigmaticalness unmetrucalness preliteralness stitanicalness unmoral ness presentialness stoical ness unmusical ness preternaturalness stypticalness unnaturalness principalness substantialness unorgnicalness prochialness superficial ness unorientalness prolificalness supernormal ness unorigenialness promonarchicalness symbolicalness unpartialness propheticalness 
unphilosiphicalness prosaicalness (t) unpoeticalness provisionalness unpracticalness prudentialness tautologicalness unprjudicialness punctualness teasamentalness unreal ness puritanical ness technical ness unrhetoricalness pyramidical ness temporal ness unromanticalness 
terrest· ria 1 ness unroyalness (q) tetragonal ness unscripturalness 
total ness unsocial ness quadrilateralness tragicalness unspiritual ness quizzicalness transitional ness unsubstantialness 
trilateralness unsymbolicalness (r) triliteralness unsymmetrical ness 
radical ness triticalness unusualness 
rationalness trivialness unvitalness 
realness typicalness usualness 
reciprocal ness tyrannical ness 
regal ness (v) reverential ness 
romanticalness venereal ness 
rural ness uncanonicalness venialness 
rusticalness uncatholicalness veridical ness 
uncommercial ness verticalness 
(s) unconditionalness vital ness 
unconfidentialness vocal ness 
sabbaticalness unconsequentialnes5 
sacramental ness uneconomical ness 
sarcasticalness uneffectualness (w) sat i r· i ca 1 ness unemotional ness 
schi :aticalness unequal ness whimisicalness 
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APPENDIX 3 
















































































































































ADJECTIVES ENDING IN -AR +-NESS 
(a) (rn) . (r) 
angularness multangularness rectangu1arness 
(c) (o) {S) 
circularness octangularness secu 1 arness 
(f) oracularness semicicularness 
orbicularness septangu 1 a rness famil iarness s i ngu 1 arness 
(g) (p) 
globularness particu1arness (t) 
(i) pecu 1 i arness tuberpopularness 
i rregu l arness popu 1 arness 
(j) (q) {V) 
jocularness quadrangu1arness vernacu1arness 
APPENDIX 5 


























































































































































































































ADJECTIVES ENDING IN -IC + -NESS 
(a) (m) 
anticness majesticness symptomaticness 
aristocraticness systematicness 
aromaticness (n) 
authenticness narcoticness (t) 
nonsyllabicness terrificness (b) 
balsamiticness (0) tragicness 
olympicness (u) 
(c) overemphaticness unpoeticness 
catholicness 
causticness (p) (v) 
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